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REMARKS 

This p^er includes a complete and timely response to the non-fmal Office Action 
mailed February 9, 2005. Upon entry of the attached amendments, claims I-IS remain 
pending. Independent claims 1, 7 and 13 have been amended. The subject matter of 
amended claims 1^ 7 and 13 is illustrated in Figs. 2-5, 6 A and 6B and described in the 
corresponding portions of the detailed description. Consequently, no new matter is added to 
the present supplication. 

Each claim rejection presented in the non-fmal Office Action is discussed in the 
following remarks. 

I. Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicants thank the Examiner for indicating that claims 1—6 would be allowable if 
rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection{s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1, as amended, overcomes the rejecti6n(s) under 
35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. Accordingly, claims 1-6 are allowable. 

IL Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §112 - Claims 1, 7 and 13 

A. Statement of the Objection 

Claims I, 7 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as 
allegedly being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter that the Applicants regard as the invention. 

Specifically, the statement of the rejection alleges that the claims recite a "second 
control signal" but a "first control signal" is not found in claims 1, 7 and 13. 

B. Discussion of the Rejection ^ Claims ly 7 and 13 

Applicants respectfully subnut that claims 1, 7 and 13, as originally filed, each 
comprise "a secondary control signal" not a "'second control signal" as alleged in the 
statement of the rejection. Nevertheless, Applicants have amended independent claims 1, 7 
and 13 to more particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter that Applicants 
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regard as the invention. Specifically, claim 1 , as amended, comprises both "a control signal" 
and ''a secondary control signal." Claims 7 and 13, as amended, each comprise both 
"generating a primary control signal" and "deriving a secondary control signal." 
Consequently, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of claims I, 7 and 13 under 
35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph has been overcome and the rejection should be 
withdrawn. 

IIL Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C §102 - Claims 7-9 and 13-15 
A. Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 7-9 and 13-15 presently stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly 
anticipated by Jensen et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,724,003, hereajfter ""Jenseriy 

Discussion of the Rejection - Claims 7-9 and 13-15 

Applicants' claims 7—9 and 13—15, as amended, are not anticipated for at least the 
reason that Jensen fails to disclose, teach, or suggest each element or feature in the claims. 

It is axiomatic that "[a]nticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference 
of each element of the claim under consideration." W,L, Gore & Associates, Inc, v. Garlock, 
Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1554, 220 U.S.P.Q. 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (emphasis added). 
Therefore, every claimed element or feature of the claimed invention must be represented in 
the apphed reference to constitute a proper rejection imder 35 U.S.C. §102. 

1- Claims 7-9 

For convenience of analysis, independent claim 7, as amended, is repeated below in 
its entirety. 

7. A method for operating a power control loop for a power 
amplifier, comprising: 

measuring a power level of a signal output from the 
power amplifier; 

generating an error signal by comparing the power level 
of the signal output from the power amplifier to a first 
reference signal; 
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generating a primary control signal responsive to the error 
signal in a primary control loop; and 

deriving a secondary control signal responsive to the 
error signal and a second reference signal, 

(Applicants' independent claim 7 - emphasis added.} 

The cited art of record fails to disclose, teach, or suggest at least the emphasized 
feature of pending claim 7 as shown above. Consequently, claim 7 is allowable. 

SpecijEcally, the methods and £q>paratus for signal amplitude control systems apparently 
disclosed in Jensen (see FIGs. 1-6 and the related detailed description) includes a power 
controller 401 inserted in a feedback loop between power sampler circuit 408 and RF power 
amp 402. Jensen is silent regarding a secondary control signal. 

More specifically. Applicants* claimed limitation of "deriving a secondary control 
signal responsive to the error signal and a second reference signaT* is not disclosed, 
taught, or suggested in Jensen. For at least the reason that Jensen does not disclose, teach, or 
suggest a secondary control signal responsive to the error signal and a second reference signal, 
Jensen does nnt anticipate AppUcants' claimed method Accordingly, claim 7 is allowable and 
the rejection of claim 7 should be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 7 is allowable, dependent claims 8 and 9, which depend 
either directly or indirectly jSrom independent claim 7, are also allowable, for at least the 
reason that these claims include all the elements and features of independent claim 7. See In 
re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 (Fed Cir. 1988). Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that 
the rejection of claims 7-9 be withdrawn. 

2. Claims 13-15 

For convenience of analysis, independent claim 13, as amended, is repeated on the 
following page in its entirety. 
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13. A system for operating a power control loop for a power 
amplifier, comprising: 

means for measuring a power level of a signal output 
fiom the power amplifier; 

means for generating an error signal by comparing the 
power level of the signal output from the power amplifier to a 
first reference signal; 

means for generating a primary control signal responsive 
to the error signal in a primary control loop; and 

means for deriving a secondary control signal 
responsive to the error signal and a second reference signal. 

(Applicants' independent claim 13 - emphasis added,) 

The cited art of record fails to disclose, teach, or suggest at least the emphasized 
features of pending claim 13 as shown above. Consequently, claim 13 is allowable. 

Specifically, the methods and apparatus for signal amplitude control systems apparently 
disclosed in Jensen (see FIGs. 1-6 and the related detailed description) include a power 
controller 401 inserted in a feedback loop between power sampler circuit 408 and RF power 
amp 402. Jensen is silent regarding a secondary control signal. 

More specifically. Applicants' claimed feature of ^^means for deriving a secondary 
control signal responsive to the error signal and a second reference signal is not 
disclosed, taught or suggested in Jensen. For at least the reason that Jensen does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest a secondary control signal responsive to the error signal and a second 
ref^ence signal, Jensen does not anticipate Applicants' claimed system for operating a power 
control loop for a power amplifier. Accordingly, claim 13 is allowable and the rejection of 
claim 13 should be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 13 is allowable, dependent claims 14 and 15, which 
depend either directly or indirectly from independent claim 13, are also allowable, for at 
least the reason that these claims include all the elements and features of independent claim 
13. See In re Fine, supra. Accordingly, Applicants respectfiiUy request that the rejection of 
claims 13-15 be withdrawn. 



PAGE 12/1S • RCVD AT 4/28/2005 5:08:01 PM [pastern Daylight Time] * 8VR:U8PTO-EFXRF-1/3 * DN18:8729306 • 0810:7708040000 * DURATION (mm-ss): 05-58 



04/28/2005 16:13 FAX 7708040900 



lg)013/015 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 19308.0021U1 
APPLICATEONNO. 10/712,136 
00CXT0262W 
Page 10 of 12 

IV. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §102 - Claims 7-18 

A. Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 7-18 presently stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly 
anticipated by Raynaud et ah (U.S. Patent No. 5,430,410, hereafter ''RaynaucT^. 

B. Discussion of the Rejection - Claims 7-18 

Applicants* claims 7-1 8, as amended, are not anticipated for at least the reason that 
the cited reference (Le., Raynaud) fails to disclose, teach, or suggest each element or feature 
in the claims. 

Specifically, Raynaud fails to disclose, teach, or suggest at least the emphasized 
features of pending claim 7 as shown above. Consequently, claim 7 is allowable. 

Specifically, the amplifier bias control system apparently disclosed in Raynaud (see 
FIGs. 1-5 and the related detailed description) includes an attenuator 12 inserted between a 
sampling means 1 1 and a comparator 16. The comparator 16 receives a controUably attenuated 
version of the sampled voUage (Vd) and a reference voltage (Vref). No other reference signal 
is disclosed, taught, or suggested. Accordingly, Raynaud is silent regarding a second reference 
signal. 

More specifically. Applicants' claimed feature of ''^deriving a secondary control 
signal responsive to the error signal and a second reference signal is not disclosed, taught 
or suggested in Raynaud. For at least the reason that Raynaud does not disclose, teach, or 
suggest deriving a secondary control signal responsive to the error signal and a second 
reference signal, Raynaud does not anticipate Applicants' claimed method. Accordingly, 
claim 7 is allowable and the rejection of claim 7 should be withdrawa 

Because independent claim 7 is allowable, dependent claims 8-12, which depend 
either directly or indirectly from independent claim 7, are also allowable, for at least the 
reason that these claims include all the elements of independent claim 7. See In re Fine, 
supra. Accordingly, Applicants respectfiiUy request that the rejection of claims 7-12 be 
withdrawn. 
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In addition, Raynaud fails to disclose, teach, or suggest at least the emphasized 
features of pending claim 13 as shown above. Consequently, claim 13 is allowable. 

Specifically, the amplifier bias control system apparently disclosed in Raynaud (see 
FIGs. 1-S and the related detailed description) includes an attenuator 12 inserted between a 
sampling means 1 1 and a comparator 16. The comparator 16 receives a controUably attenuated 
version of the sampled voltage (Vd) and a reference voltage (Vref). No other reference signal 
is disclosed, taught, or suggested. Accordingly, Raynaud is silent regarding a second reference 
signal. 

More specifically. Applicants' claimed feature of ^^means for deriving a secondary 
control signal responsive to the error signal and a second reference signoT* is not 
disclosed, taught or suggested in Raynaud, For at least the reason that Raynaud does not 
disclose, teach, or suggest a means for deriving a secondary control signal responsive to the 
error signal and a second reference signal, Raynaud does not anticipate Applicants' claimed 
system for operating a power control loop for a power amplifier. Accordingly, claim 13 is 
allowable and the rejection of claim 13 should be withdrawn. 

Because independent claim 13 is allowable, dependent claims 14-18, which depend 
either directly or indirectly firom independent claim 13, are also allowable, for at least the 
reason that these claims include all the elements and features of independent claim 13. See 
In re Fine, supra. Accordingly, Applicants respectfiiUy request that the rejection of claims 
1 3-1 8 be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

In summary. Applicants respectfully submit that pending claims 1-18 are allowable 
over the cited art of record and the present application is in condition for allowance. 
Accordingly^ a Notice of Allowance is respectfully solicited- Should the Exanun^ have any 
comments regarding the Applicants* response. Applicants request that the Examiner telephone 
Applicants' undersigned attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Smith Frohwew Tempel Greenlee Blaha LLC 
Customer No. 35856 

Robert A. Blaha 
Registration No. 43,502 
(770) 709-0069 
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